I. INTRODUCTION
. It can be safely assumed that the majority of Christians believe we have something positive to say on the subject of sexual ethics in today's world. But as soon as we begin to consider just what it is that Christians ought to be saying, we find ourselves seriously divided. While some believe that we must assert with fresh vigour what they hold the . church has always said, others believe that the time has come for the church to formulate a new theology of sexuality. As always, when people sincerely hold different points of view on a matter of major importance, there is a danger of polarization. I hope that this paper will facilitate discussion and not cause deeper division.
. I shall begin with an exposition of what I understand to be the church's official teaching on the subject of sexual morality. This will be followed by an introduction to the movement which calls for a new theology of sexuality. I shall then ask you to have a critical look at the church's official attitude to sexuality. This will show up the need for an affirmation of the basic goodness of sexuality. Then I shall concentrate on several matters of particular concern, Le., marriage and the family, masturbation, pre-marital and extra-marital intercourse, and homosexuality.
THE OFFICIAL TEACHING OF THE CHURCH ON SEXUAL ETHICS.
The church's official teaching may be summarised in the following way. God creates us male and female for the purpose of procreation.
1 He has ordained marriage to be the context within which our sexuality finds its proper expression.
Fornication and adultery are condemned as sinful, on the authority of various biblical passages. Fornication is taken to mean any form of sexual behaviour of a genital nature, which involves the unmarried. Adultery includes any sexual behaviour of a genital nature in which at least one of the parties is married to another person.
Saint Thomas Aquinas laid down three criteria by which the morality of sexual acts might be judged. They must be done for the right purpose, which is defined as procreation. They must be done with the right person, and that means one's lawfully wedded spouse. And they must be done in the right way, Or in other words they must take the form of heterosexual genital intercourse. 2 The Roman Catholic Church remains substantially faithful to the standard established by Saint Thomas. Although there has been some acknowledgement that sexuality has another purpose besides procreation, all
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forms of artificial contraception continue to be forbidden. The procreative purpose must not be frustrated.
The Anglican Church acknowledges that sexual intercourse provides the means by which husband and wife are bonded together in a loving relationship, and therefore allows the couple freedom of conscience in deciding whether or not to use some means of contraception. The procreative and the relational purposes of sexuality are both taken seriously within the context of marriage. All other genital expressions of sexuality are considered sinful.
Resolution 10 of the Lambeth Conference of 1978 provides the most recent Anglican statement on the subject of human relationships and sexuality. "The Conference gladly affirms the Christian ideals of faithfulness and chastity both within and outside marriage, and calls Christians everywhere to seek the grace of Christ to live lives of holiness, discipline and service in the world ... "
We have been taught to suppress any kind of erotic arousal Or fantasy as unchaste, and therefore forbidden. Masturbation continues to be regarded as a serious sin.
To be morally acceptable in the eyes of the church, then, sexual acts must take place within the context of marriage. All other sexual activity stands condemned as sinful.
Ill. THE MOVEMENT FOR A CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY OF SEXUALITY
Many Christians today see the need for a theology of sexuality which would be more appropriate for our time. That does not mean that they want to replace the church's tradition with some system of ethics picked up from the secular world.
We must take the tradition very seriously. But we must also give proper consideration to the new insights into human nature which are provided bY' the human sciences. We must take into account the experiences of serious-minded people, and we must dare to exercise our reason in putting these various sources together.
Tradition should not be thought of as something monolithic or static. It contains a rich variety of streams of thought and experience. There is constant re-appraisal and re-interpretation. We see that in the Bible itself. Faithfulness to the tradition demands that we do not hand it on unchanged, but that we add our experiences and interpretations to what we have received. As we look back into the past we find that the tradition has been influenced and conditioned at every stage of its transmission by contemporary ways of thinking and the values prevalent in the surrounding culture. We find, in fact, that some of these influences have been detrimental · to the growth of a truly Christian theology of sexuality.
Science does not concern itself with questions -about God, but that does not mean that the findings of the human sciences are hostile to the Christian world-view . If we have the humility to listen we will find help available from the scientists in forming a Christian theology of sexuality which addresses itself to human beings as they actually are. It was an exciting experience for me to attend the ANZAAS Congress last year, and hear Or. Mary S. Calderone, President of the Sex Information · and Education Council of the United States, speak on Sexuality and the Family; to actually meet and talk with the research team from Macquarie University who spoke at the Seminar on Alternative Sexual Lifestyles in Australia; to have lunch with Viv Cass the psychologist from Perth who spoke at the seminar on a Model of Homosexual Identity Formation. Far from being hostile to the church, these people were delighted to find me and another priest (from the Roman Catholic Church) interested in their work and concerned to relate it to Christian theology.
A number of books have appeared recently which offer some suggestions for a new approach to sexual morality. Jack Dominian is an English Roman Catholic psycholigist who has written several books and is a frequent contributor to "The Tablet". His book "Proposals for a New Sexual Ethic", published in 1977, is a most important contribution to the discussion. He understands the dynamic nature of tradition. J Ethical considerations in the past have been concerned mainly with the biological and reproductive aspects of sexuality. Dominian focuses attention on the personal aspects of sexual relationships, and proposes an approach to ethics which asks whether certain sexual behaviour promotes or inhibits personal growth and wholeness.
In 1978 Dr. James B. Nelson wrote a book entitled "Embodiment-An Approach to Sexuality and Christian Theology". At the time, he was Professor of Christian Ethics at the United Theological Seminary, Minneapolis-St. Paul. He considers that the church has an urgent task in formulating a theology of sexuality which meets the needs of a generation searching for meaning 4 . I am convinced that the formulation of a new theology of sexuality is one of the most urgent tasks facing the church today. Just as the Copernican revolution caused the church reluctantly to abandon its geo-centric cosmology and adjust its theology accordingly, so we must now abandon some of the subChristian elements in our official attitude to sexuality and make the necessary theological adjustments.
VI. A CRITICAL LOOK AT THE TRADITION
If we take a critical look at the church"s attitude towards sexuality we see how it has been influenced by historical and cultural factors which have nothing to do with the Christian revelation. These influences have resulted in a decidedl~ negative attitudetowards sexuality.
It would be reasonabie to expect the church to warn that our fallen human nature makes it all too easy for us to express our sexuality in anti-personal and anti-social modes of behaviour. But the church has gone further than that, and has given the impression that sexuality is sinful in itself.
The church inherited many of its attitudes from ancientlsrael. As a small and vulnerable ethnic group, unified by faith in the one living God, they faced a struggle for survival. In such a cultural setting the procreative aspect of sexuality was understandably given primary importance. They had to be ffuitful and multiply or they themselves would have been subdued and would have lost their identity as a people. Hebrew society followed a patriarchal pattern and this produced a sexist dualism which, combined with another kind of dualism from ancient Greek culture, had a negative influence · · on the church's attitude to sexuality.s . It was a spiritualistic dualism which the church inherited, to some extent, from ancient Greece. Matter and spirit were thought to be in total opposition to each other. To be· truly spiritual one had to deny the physical aspects of life, including the sexual. 6 These two dualisms became related to each other, with unfortunate results. Not only was sexuality regarded as opposed to the spirit, but all the negative connotations of sexuality became attached to women. 7 Stoic philosophy was highly regarded in the first century of the Christian era, and it seems to have had a negative influence on the formation of the church's attitude to sexual pleasure. The Stoics placed such stress on the rational end of sexual activity, that they considered it morally acceptable only when used for the purpose of procreation. They had no concept of sexuality being used to express love and cement personal relationships. 8 The Fathers of the church reflect these influences in their writings about sexuality.9 10 11 These various negative influences have left their mark on the church's official teaching about sexual morality. We seem to be saying that sexuality is sinful in itself, and that it has to betepressed. I am not sure; what the Lambeth Resolution means when it gladly affirms the Christian ideal of chastity both within · and outside marriage. It soul;lds to me to be warJ;ling Christians to beware of sexual pleasure, even within the context of marriage.
When I was a theological student I spent one summer vacation working at Mont Park Psychiatric Hospital. I met a patient there who had taken our Lord's words seriously, . and cut off his right hand because it was causing him to sin. 12 It is <?bvious that such drastic action could only be taken by somebody in a disturbed state of mind. But we do seem to be demanding that people disown their sexuality, or confess it various manifestations as impure thoughts, lustful desires, or lascivious ,behaviour. We do not seem to be saying much that is positive about sexuality itself.
V. An AFFIRMATION OF THE BASIC GOODNESS OF SEXUALITY.
It becomes necessary, in the light of such negative attitudes to sexuality, . to affirm its basic goodness.
God creates us as sexual beings and regards our maleness and femalenes .. as good in themselves. It not only provides the means of procreation, but it brings warmth and joy into all our personal relationships' . . Both the Old and the New Testaments use the image of marriage to illustrate the nature of the relationship between God and his People. The Song of Songs expresses in beautiful poetry the joy of erotic love-making.
The basis for a truly Christian theology of sexuality lies in the doctrine of the Incarnation. In spite of all the festivities surrounding the feast of Our Lord's Nativity, there are indications that Christians have not yet fully embraced . the doctrine of the Incarnation. The church has certainly condemned the docetic heresy, but we have not yet fully come to terms with some of the implications of the Word made flesh. We say that we believe the writer ofthe Letterto the Hebrews when he says that Our Lord had to be made like his brethren in every respect, 13 but it causes embarrassment if this is taken to include sexuality. If we believe that God creates us as sexual beings and regards our sexuality as good in itself, then we must accept the fact that our Lord was a sexual being. There is more to that than simply having a male form. He had the same glands as we have, secreting the same hormones, and producing the same physiological phychological phenomena that are experienced by every other healthy human male. He must have accepted . these as part of being human. Because of the way our sexuality pervades our whole personality we can assume that there was a non-genital sexual component in his relationships with his friends of both sexes.
If the thought of our Lord Jesus Christ accepting his sexuality as an integral part of his human nature strikes us as disgusting, then it may well be t!tat we have not yet fully embraced the doctrine of the Incarnation.
Only when the church fully accepts the sexual implications of Our Lord's Incarnation can we begin to construct a truly Christian theology of sexuality. Only then can we begin to integrate our sexuality into Our whole personality, and cease to make sub-conscious and indeed. conscious efforts to mortify our bodies in the pursuit of chastity.
VI. MARRIAGE AND THE FAMILY
Christians affirm that marriage was instituted by God before the Fall, and that it continues to be the means by which a man and a woman enter into a mysterious union with each other. We affirm that the family has a vital role to play in society, by providing the setting in which children are nurtured physically and spiritually by their parents.
But some of the things that are said in support of marriage and the family do not have much basis in fact.
Christians seem to be saying that until relatively recently there was a Widespread honouring of marriage and that this has now broken down. They seem to be saying that families were marvellous loving communities ·until they began to be eroded by individuals seeking pleasure and forgetting their responsibilities.
But the church itself has not always held a positive attitude towards. marriage .. S1. Paul suggested that it was preferable for Christians to remain single rather than marry, so that they could devote themselves to the Lord's service. There have been times in our history when celibacy was considered a higher calling than marriage. Both marriage and the family have undergone profound changes in the course of history. Many of the changes haVe been described in detail by Edward Shorter in his book "The Making of the Modern Family". He suggests two factors in particular which have changed the character of marriage and the family. He speaks of the romanticisation and then the sexualisation of themarriage relationship.
Traditional marriage was arranged by p~rentS or som~ other individual o~ group representing the community. It was not primarily concerned with personal or sexual fulfilment. It was the means by which kinship patterns were regulated, thus insuring the orderly transmission of property and skills from one generation to another. Within traditional marriages husbands and wives had clearly defined roles and each knew what was expected of him or her. The giving of young girls in marriage was a common occurence. The traditional family would be better described asa household, because not all those living under the one roof were necessarily blood relations. This kind of family might include the orphaned or illegitimate children of close relatives. Because of high mortaJity rates associated with child-birth, the lady of the house might be the man's second or third wife. Not all the father's children would necessarily have the same mother. Unmarried adult brothers and sisters might be included in the family·, as well as aged parents, uncles and aunts. The household might also include several hired hands and domestic servants.
" ' "
Another feature of traditional marriage was the custom, of mothers entrusting their infants to wet nurses. Fashionable women did this in.order to be spared the bother of nursing their own babies. Women employed as agricultural labourers could not afford to, be tied down by the routine of brea.st-feeding. Other ,women became wet nurses or baby farmers as a means of economic survival. They often took on more, infants than they could effectively feed. The babies were often given a mixture of flour and water called pap. It is not surprising that babies died by the thousands. The situation was not helped by the custom of binding infants in swaddling clothes and leaving them bound up for months at a time.
, " The Enlightenment . brought with it notions of romantic love. This changed 'the chara.cter of marriage and family life. , Those getting married began to be allowed to choose somebody they loved. But it continued tobe necessary to have parental a.pproval. With romantic love there came a revival of maternal love. Mothers nursed their own babies and the family became a loving community.
Then came the sexualisation of marriage, and the expectation that the marriage relationship would bring sexual fulfilment. ' Thekindof industrialised society in which we live places the family under increasingly destructive pressure. Families are under pressure to own a home in the suburbs and surround themselves with all ,the trappings ,of the consumer society. The, nuclear family is removed from the network of relatives and friends which could have given support in times of difficulty. The advertising industry uses sexuality as a means of selling everything from soap to fertiliser, and gives the impression that everybody ounhere is having a sexually exciting life. This leadsto a sense offrustration with the way things are at home. I find this kind of pornography far more 'offensive than the kind which worries the moral vigilantes in the community. '
In spite of these pressures there are many happy marriages and many families that succeed in surrounding their members with the love and support we all need as human beings.
Some marriages and families break down, and there are separations, divorces and re-marriages. When marriages broke down in the past the unhappy partners had no option but to remain trapped in destructive proximity to each other. Many families were the scene of hatred, violence and exploitation. The options open to people today seem to me far preferable.
The church could be much more compassionate in its attitude towards the victims of marriage and family breakdown, instead of aggravating the sense of personal failure, guilt and rejection which they invariably experience.
We need to find ways of supporting marriage and the family without making those who are not married or · not part of a nuclear family feel blameworthy. We need to recognise the validity and viability of families which have a different shape from the stereotype of mother, father and two children.
VII. MASTURBATION
I now turn to the subject of masturbation, and shall indicat~ the change of attitude which might be adopted by the church. Firstly, it is necessary to state that I am talking about self-stimulation to the pOint of orgasm, and not the manual stimulation of each other's genitals by two persons engaged in erotic activity.
The church officially regards masturbation as a serious sin. This attitude has been influenced by the primitive misunderstanding of the procreative process, whereby the woman's body was regarded as a kind of incubator, and the semen was thought to contain all the components that would eventually grow into a complete · human being. Against that background masturbatic,>D could easily beseen as a kindof abortion.
The official view has also been coloured by the strong tendency to regard sexual pleasure as inherently evil because it is not controlled by the will. Medieval theologians considered masturbation mOre serious than fornication, adultery or rape, because it contravened the natural order.
Scientists writing in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries reinforced the church's official disapproval. In 1760 the Swiss physician Tissot wrok! a book about the illnesses caused by masturbation. His list included convulsions, paralysis, epilepsy, feeblemindedness, impotence, and bladder disorders. Later writers added to the list, pimples, falling hair, weak eyes, stooped shoulders, gonorrhea, uterine haemorrhage, tuberculosis and schizophrenia.
Modern medical · opinion . seems to be agreed that no physical or psychological harm is caused by masturbation. Research also reveals that virtually all human males and most females masturbate at some time, many continue throughout their lives. In spite of these insights it still arouses feelings of guilt and shame. I remember the patient with no right hand.
In the light of a more positive theology of sexuality, masturbation would be accepted as a valid form of sexual expression. By this means, the young learn how their sexual organs function, and so prepare themselves for a sexual relationship later on. It also provides a release of sexual tension for those who, for one reason or another, do not have a . sexual partner.
Psychologists such as David Cole Gordon andJune Singer go further than merely accepting masturbation as a behavioural phenomenon to be tolerated, and suggest that it has a positive role in the maintenance of mental health.
Orgasm is seen as a peak experience in which the subject transcends the limitations of self and is brought into closer union with the rest of creation. If they are right, and I find their arguments very convincing, then the church urgently needs to review its official position, and cease to burden people with unnecessary guiIt. 14
VIII. PRE-MARIT AL INTERCOU&SE
The church classifies pre-marital intercourse as fornication and condemns it as sinful. However, the meaning of the New Testament wQrd translated as fornication is not at all clear. It seems to have some connection with prostitution.1 5 It may well be that the New Testament is condemning sexual behaviour which is anti-personal and anti-social in its effects.
I believe that the kind of sexual behaviour which inhibits personal growth or impairs personal wholeness results from the attempt to repress our sexuality. It does not surprise me that tlieir is so much abuse of sexuality in a society that encourages us to deny that we are sexual beings most of the time.
If we use the notions of personal growth and wholeness in judging the morality of pre-marital intercourse we may come to different conclusions than if we simply apply the old criteria. People sometimes enter into an intimate personal relationship, which may be understood as a prelude to marriage, or as a relationship of more limited scope than marriage. Sexual intercourse within that context may promote personal growth and wholeness, and therefore ought not to be condemned as sinful.
The danger of an unwanted pregnancy is much less in such a responsible relationship than in the · casual sexual encounters which are su.ch a feature of sexually repressed societies.
The recent report on sexuality prepared by the British Council of Churches Working Group reflects division within the group but a few members of the group cautiously suggest that pre-marital intercourse ma.y be permissable in certain circumstances. 16
IX. EXTRA-MARITAL INTERCOURSE
The church defines extra-marital intercourse as adultery and condemns it as sinful. As in the case of fornication we transfer a whole complex of modern concepts onto a biblical word which meant something rather different two thousand years ago.
The Greek word. refers not only to the seduction of a citizen's wife but also of his widowed mother, unmarried daughter,sister or niece. It relates to proprietary and status considerations and has little to do with our concept of infidelity. 17 . I suspect that much of the extra-marital intercourse which takes place in our society is the direCt result of sexual repression. There is a connection between the chaste marriage and the brothel. What has to be suppressed in one context finds an outlet elsewhere. Saint Augustine believed that wives should encourage their husbands to visit prostitutes in order to protect themselves from unnatural, i.e., non-procreative, sexual activity. IS We have been taught to believe that marital fidelity and sexual exclusiveness amount to the same thing. But that need not necessarily be the case. What are we to say of the fidelity of the husband who spends all his spare time on the golf-course, or at lodge, or at the endless round of church meetings and conf~rences, but never has time for any real intimacy with his wife?
, "By contrast, let us imagine a husband and wife who have made a primary commitment to each other, and who enjoy a high level of intimacy, bilt who also have close personal relationships with several other people. The secondary relationships are free of any kind of exploitation and they enrich the primary relationship. Can we leave open the possjbility that a relationship of the secondary type may include sexual intercourse? Is it not possible that for some people this may promote personal growth and " wholeness for all " those concemed? Not many people may wish to , enter into such complicated pattems of relating, but I doubt if we are justifiedin condemning who do. 19
x. HOMOSEXUALITY The church officially -condemns homosexual acts as gravely sinful. Within the church, however, there are different attitudes towards people of homosexual orientation. At one extreme there -are those who recently conducted a campaign in the United States and put stickers on their bumperbarsreading:'~Kill a Queer for Christ". At the other extreme are those who distinguish between homosexual orientation ,and homosexual behaviour, and are ready to accept gay people as members of the church, on condition that t1teyabstain from homosexual acts.
Between the two extremes there are many points of view and a great deal of ignorance. There are those who regard the homosexual condition as an emotional or psychological disorder requiring some kind of treatment, i.e., aversion therapy. Others regard tp.e homosexual orientation itself as evidence of a sin-blighted personality, and recommend some form of spiritual healing. Others believe . that gay men should be castrated. Most gay people do not regard their sexual orientation ' as either a sickness or a sin.
'
Tlie church . req~ires her gay . members . to abstain form all sexual activity throughout their lives. They are forbidden to express their love inwhat is the must natural way for them. Again we see the link between sexual repression and all kinds of destructive abuse of sexuality. What is forbidden within a loving and caring relationship finds expression in darkness and anonymity, with the ath:ndarit risk of violence, legal penalties, and disease.
It needs to be borne in mind that the human race does not divide neatly into two groups, withheterosexualsoil one side and homosexuals on the other. There are a minority of people who are exclusively homosexual in orientation and a minority who are exclusively heterosexual. The rest of us areto be found somewhere in between. That large group between the two poles inoludes many men and women of predominantly homosexual orientation who are nevertheless · happily married. It is often those who cannot accept the homosexual element in themselves who are most violent in their rejection of gay people. One wonders how such this subconscious factor has influenced those responsible for formulating the church's -attitude.
A number of Christian theologianl\ have recently taken a close look at scripture and tradition and come up with some new interpretations of their meaning. Father · John McNeill, an American Jesuit published "The Church and the Homosexual" in 1976. He comes to some radical conclusions about the need .for a change of attitude by the church. "Jonathan Loved David" is the title of a book qy an Episcopal priest named Tom Horner, which was published in 1978. It presents a re-appraisal of the biblical material. He distinguishes between the positive attitude towards the love between Jonathan and David, and the negative attitude to the form of homosexuality associated with pagan religious cults. John Boswell is Assistant Professor of History at Yale University. His book "Christianity, Social Tolerance and Homosexuality", published in 1980, is subtitled "Gay People in Western Europe from the Beginning of the Christian Era to. the Fourteenth Century". This is a most interesting and comprehensive survey of those early centuries. He suggests that there was much mOre tolerance than is generally supposed. He shows how this ended with the emergence of strong conformist pressures in the late mitldle ages. Gay people were not the only minority to experience intolerance and persecution at that time.
. A theology of sexuality which gives as much importance to interpersonal relationships as to procreation will have a much more positive attitude to homosexuality than is possible at present. It will enable people with an orientation towards their own sex to accept that joyfully and with thanksgiving as an integral part of their personality. It will encourage them to enter into loving and caring relationships in which their sexuality may find its proper expression.
In the last decade a number of gay churches have emerged and the largest of these is the Metropolitan Community Church, which has a congregation in Adelaide.
Not all gay Christians were prepared to leave the denominations in which they had grown up, and so gay groups have been formed within the mainline churches. Dignity has become a significant presence in the Roman Catholic Church in the United States. There is an organisation called Integrity for Gay Episcopalians and their Friends. In England there is the Gay Christian Movement. These organisations aim to inform the whole church .about issues affecting gay Christians and to give support to those many peopie who have experienced rejection by the church.
In Australia the Roman Catholic groups in Sydney, Melbourne and Perth use the name Acceptance. Anglicans have formed groups in Perth and Adelaide, using the name Integrity. In Sydney they call themselves Ang Gays.
I am convinced that the time has come for the church to adopt a whole new approach to sexual ethics, and cease rejecting people on the grounds of either their homosexual orientation Or homosexual behaviour.
XI. CONCLUSION
Each of the topics I have touched on would have provided scope for a whole conference. I am sorry that it · has not been possible to explore each subject more fully, but I hope that I have given some idea of the creative work that is being undertaken to help us in making sense of sex. DONALD E. GREY -SMITH.
